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Introduction
The Foreign Claims Settlement Commission of the United
States I during the last days of April 1964 handed down a Proposed
Decision awarding to a claimant more than $7,000 in compensation
for loss and destruction during July 1943 of personal property stored
in a warehouse in Hamburg, Germany. Thus at long last one of the
victims of war action in Europe during World War II has experienced
some fulfillment of hopes which for many years seemed to be gradually
fading away. The allowance of the claim was made by virtue of the
provisions of Section 202 (a) of Title II of the War Claims Act of
1948 as amended in 1962 by Public Law 87-846.2
* The author is a member of the Bar of Illinois and of the District of
Columbia (1942); he received an A.B. and LL.B. from Harvard University.
1 The name of the War Claims Commission created under the terms of
the War Claims Act of 1948, frequently cited in this article, experienced a
change of name to the Foreign Claims Settlement Commission under the pro-
visions of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1954 dated April 29, 1954, providing
as follows:
Sec. 2. Transfer of functions.-(a) All functions of the War
Claims Commission and of the members, officers, and employees
thereof are hereby transferred to the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission of the United States.
Wherever required in the context of this article the names War Claims Com-
mission and Foreign Claims Settlement Commission will be respectively
employed.
2 An Act to amend the War Claims Act of 1948, as amended, to provide
compensation for certain World War II losses, H. R. 7283, P. L. 87-846 (87th
Congress, 2d Session), 76 Stat. 1107 (1962).
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By July 15, 1966, the total claims filed with the Foreign Claims
Settlement Commission numbered 22,708 for an amount of $2,019,-
865,930. Computing consolidations, withdrawals, and reinstatements,
the total claims filed for adjudication were 22,561. Claims upon
which proposed decisions have been approved in the number of
15,354 included 2,657 awards and 12,697 denials. The total dollar
amount of the awards reached the very considerable figure of
$26,420,075.89. The deadline for filing claims expired on January
15, 1965, and the entire program must be completed by May 17, 1967.
The beneficial effects of the 1962 amendments of the War
Claims Act reach beyond the area of damage in Western Europe
to the far corners of the world which were subjected to the ravages
of belligerent action in World War II.
Also in 1946 the Congress of the United States enacted Sec-
tion 32 of the Trading with the Enemy Act authorizing the return of
vested property to persons having merely technical enemy status and
to enemy nationals who had been persecuted by their own governments
and who did not actually enjoy the privileges of citizenship of those
Sec. 202. The Commission is directed to receive and to determine according
to the provisions of this title the validity and amount of claims of nationals
of the United States for-
(a) Loss or destruction of, or physical damage to, property located in
Albania, Austria, Czechoslovakia, the Free Territory of Danzig, Estonia,
Germany, Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, or Yugoslavia, or in territory
which was part of Hungary or Rumania on December 1, 1937, but which
was not included in such countries on September 15, 1947, which loss, de-
struction, or physical damage occurred during the period beginning September
1, 1939, and ending May 8, 1945, or which occurred in the period beginning
July 1, 1937, and ending September 2, 1945, to property in territory occupied
or attacked by the Imperial Japanese military forces (including territory to
which Japan has renounced all right, title, and claim under article 2 of the
Treaty of Peace Between the Allied Powers and Japan) except the island of
Guam: Provided, That claims for loss, destruction, or damage occurring in
the Commonwealth of the Philippines shall not be allowed except on behalf
of nationals of the United States who have received no payment, and certify
under oath or affirmation that they have received no payment, on account of
the same loss, destruction, or damage under the Philippine Rehabilitation Act
of 1946, whether or not claim was filed thereunder: Provided further, That
such loss, destruction, or damage must have occurred, as a direct conse-
quence of (1) military operations of war or (2) special measures directed
against property in such countries or territories during the respective periods
specified, because of the enemy or alleged enemy character of the owner, which
property was owned, directly or indirectly, by a national of the United States
at the time of such loss, damage, or destruction.
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countries.8 In the same year Section 34 was added to the Act providing
for the payment of pre-vested debt claims against enemy nationals
whose property was later vested.'
By the War Claims Act of 1948 Congress added Section 39 to
the TWE. Under the terms of this Section, German and Japanese
vested assets not returnable under Section 32 of the Act should,
after payment of allowed debt claims, be retained by the United
States without compensation to former owners.
The War Claims Act of 1948 6 gave priority to the use of the
net proceeds of the liquidation of the retained vested property in
making payments of compensation to United States civilian internees
of the Japanese in the Philippine area; to United States servicemen
captured by the forces of Germany, Japan, and other governments
which failed to provide adequate subsistence as required by the
Geneva Convention; to qualified and eligible Philippine religious
organizations which had rendered aid to United States nationals; and
to persons sustaining losses through sequestered bank accounts.'
With the establishment in effect of a war claims fund Congress
substantially consumed German and Japanese assets which had been
vested and by this method established a source of current funds with-
out further Congressional appropriations to meet the legitimate claims
of United States nationals who in one way or another had been vic-
tims of World War II. The action of Congress was consistent with the
Paris Reparations Agreement of 1946 by devoting German external
assets located within the United States to the satisfaction of war damage
claims of United States nationals. Approximately $228,000,000 of
the proceeds of liquidated enemy assets were utilized for this purpose.
Section 8 of the War Claims Act of 1948 required the War
Claims Commission, established under the Act, to examine all
categories of claims arising out of World War II and to report to
the President of the United States with appropriate recommendations
840 Stat. L. 411, 50 U.S.C. App. 12, P. L. 91 (65th Congress), (1917).
4 Ibid.
5 H. R. 4044, P. L. 896 (80th Congress, 2d Session), 62 Stat. 1240, 50
U.S.C. App. 2001-2016 (1948).6 Id.
7 Id. Section 13 relates to provisions establishing the War Claims Fund;
Section 5(b) to civilian internees; Section 6(b) to United States servicemen
and Section 7 to Philippine religious organizations.
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for future legislation.8 The Commission report' of 1953 reflected
major differences between the recommendations of the War Claims
Commission and a number of executive departments and agencies
concerned with war damage claims as pointed out by President
Truman in his letter of transmittal to Congress. No war damage
bill was sponsored by the Executive Department in the Congress.'
The Treaty of Peace between the United States and Japan
signed in 1952 11 followed the policy of the Paris Reparations Agree-
ment of 1946. It provided in substance that the Allied Powers should
have the right to retain and liquidate Japanese property situated within
their respective jurisdictions. It was obvious at all times in dealing
with the Japanese that the amount of war claims of United States
nationals arising out of the Japanese phase of World War II would
far exceed the proceeds from the sale of Japanese assets vested by the
United States. In fact such proceeds were virtually exhausted by
payments to prisoners of war under the provisions of the War Claims
Act of 1948.12 It did not take any extraordinary insight to foresee
that further United States claims against Japan would have to be paid
from the proceeds of the sale of German assets.
The Bonn Convention of 1952 for the Settlement of Matters
Arising out of the War and the Occupation "3 between the Federal
Republic of Germany and the United States, Britain, and France
reaffirmed the basic terms of the Paris Reparations Agreement with
respect to the disposition of German assets.' In the Convention
the Federal Republic of Germany agreed to compensate its own
nationals for losses of external assets through the vesting and other
peremptory actions of the Allied Powers. These Powers in turn gave
1 Supra, Note 5, Section 8.
9 H. Doc. No. 67 (83rd Congress, 1st Session), (1953).
10 The first Report of the War Claims Commission (supra, Note 16)
evidences an intent to deal with war claims legislation as a whole rather than
on a piecemeal basis. The President's letter of transmittal of this Report stated:
The intention of Section 8 of the War Claims Act was clearly to
provide for an entire study and evaluation of all of the many types
of claims arising from World War II, so that legislation dealing with
the war claims problem could be considered as a whole rather than
on a piecemeal basis.
"1 3 U. S. T. 3169 (1952).
12 Supra, Note 5, Section 6(b).
13 6 U. S. T. 4411 (1952).
14 Final Act of the Paris Conference on Reparations (sometimes referred
to as the Paris Reparations Agreement). January 14, 1946, 61 Stat. 3157.
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the Federal Republic of Germany their commitment to look else-
where for reparations than to current German production. The pro-
visions of the Bonn Convention were approved in the Paris Protocol
of 1954, confirmed by the United States Senate on April 1, 1955.1'
Under Title III of the International Claims Settlement Act of
1949 16 war damage claims arising in the Balkan countries were re-
stricted to complaints as they existed on September 15, 1947, the
date of the Peace Treaties. In H. R. 2485 war damage claims were
limited to the countries defined in Section 202(a) 7 as they existed on
December 1, 1937. Between the two dates Hungary and Rumania
had lost certain territory to Czechoslovakia and Russia respectively.
The result was the denial of a small number of claims under the Balkan
program which were to be included under the broader provisions
of H. R. 2485.




(3) Claims resulting from territorial changes.
Compensation to United States nationals was provided in Treaties
of Peace with the Balkan countries which in fact did not live up
to their treaty agreements. The treaty defaults led Congress to pass
Public Law 285 18 authorizing the seizure of the vested assets of these
countries and their corporate nationals in the United States. The
proceeds from the sale of these properties were to be applied to both
war claims and claims for nationalization of the property of United
States nationals by the governments of the countries in the Balkan
satellite group.
The sale of Hungarian assets in the United States did not produce
sufficient funds to pay claims against Hungary and led to the considera-
tion of requests for the payment of deficiencies in any further war
claims legislation which might be considered. The appeal to reason
15 6 U. S. T. (1954).
16H. R. 6382 (84th Congress), P. L. 285, 69 Stat. 562 (1955).
17 Supra, Note 2.
18 Supra, Note 16. The vested assets of Hungary which were seized
amounted to less than $2 million, yet the war damage and nationalization
awards were in excess of $60 million. As a consequence the payment ratio
for Hungarian claimants amounted to one per cent. This is to be compared
with a 46 per cent payment ratio for Rumanian and 53 per cent ratio for
Bulgarian claims.
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and justice implicit in such requests was reflected in later considera-
tion by Congress of this category of war claims.
Subsequently H. R. 7283 was introduced in the 87th Congress
which became commonly designated as the Mack Bill. 9 In substance
this proposed legislation covered the following classifications of war
damage claims:
(1) Claims arising in certain European countries and some
areas occupied by the Japanese, except Guam;
(2) Claims for loss or damage of United States-owned ships
and cargoes;
(3) Claims for losses due to war risk insurance;
(4) Claims for personal injury and death of ship passengers;
(5) Claims for loss or destruction of property of ship passengers.
All the claims were to be paid as far as possible out of the War Claims
Fund.
The Mack Bill further contained a provision for the recertifica-
tion of the Hungarian war damage claims for the payment of further
amounts on awards which had been allowed by the Commission in
the earlier Hungarian claims program. In effect the added provision
was for a payment of 40 per cent on claims already adjudicated but
did not permit the filing of new claims. The payment was to be for
war damages only and not for nationalization losses or by reason of
territorial changes.2"
The final Administration-sponsored Bill, H. R. 7479 of the 87th
Congress 2 1 is substantially the same as the so-called Mack Bill with
the following exceptions: (1) it does not include Philippine war
damage claims; (2) it includes losses by reason of removal of in-
dustrial equipment in Germany for reparations purposes; (3) it pro-
vides a five-year settlement period for claims; (4) it does not pro-
vide for tax deductions; (5) it has no provision for the terms of office
for the Commissioners of the War Claims Commission.
From combinations of suggestions, from concessions and com-
promises, and as an expedient catch-all for the disposal of all war
damage claims arising out of World War II, the Congress of the
United States at long last enacted Public Law 87-846."
19 H. R. 7283, introduced in the 87th Congress, 2d Session, by Congress-
man Peter F. Mack, Jr. (D. Ill.) in 1962. This bill became P. L. 87-846.
20 Id.
21 H. R. 7479 (87th Congress), (1961).
22 H. R. 7283 (87th Congress, 2d Session), P. L. 87-846, 76 Stat. 1107
(1962).
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Implementation
The considerable contributions made in and out of Congress
during a period of nearly fifteen years culminated in a final draft of
war claims legislation which took effect on the date of approval,
October 22, 1962. The law, commonly referred to as the World
War II Claims Bill,2" provides measurable relief for a large number
of United States nationals whose war damages had neither been
compensated nor recognized under earlier laws. By providing com-
pensation for claimants who had not been reimbursed earlier the
amendments of 1962 to the Act substantially complete the settlement
of outstanding war claims.2"
Who May Or May Not Be Claimants
(A) A Claimant must be a national of the United States, de-
fined under the law as: (1) a natural person who is a citizen of the
United States; (2) a natural person who, although not a citizen
of the United States, owes permanent allegiance to the United States;
and (3) a corporation, partnership, unincorporated body, or other
entity, organized under the laws of the United States, or of any State,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the District of Columbia, or any
possession of the United States, and in which more than fifty per
centum of the outstanding capital stock or other proprietary or similar
interest is owned, directly or indirectly, by persons referred to in
clauses (1) and (2) above. 5
(B) The property upon which the claim is based must have
been owned continuously by a national or nationals of the United
States from the date of loss to the date when the claim was filed.26
(c) A claimant is eligible if, being a woman who has sur-
rendered her United States nationality only because of marriage to a
foreign citizen, she has subsequently regained her United States
citizenship prior to the enactment of the law.
(D) Aliens are not eligible claimants. Persons convicted of
crimes involving disloyalty to the United States may not be claimants.28
23 Id.
24 It has been estimated that about 35,000 United States nationals hold
uncompensated claims. More realistic figures of actual claims to be filed
would more closely approximate 10,000. (There will be no dependable measure-
ment available until the period for filing claims has ended on July 15, 1964.)
25 P. L. 87-846, Sec. 201(c).
26 P. L. 87-846, Sec. 204.
27 d.
28 p. L. 87-846, Sec. 208.
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(E) Claimants are not eligible to make claims which are within
the scope of Title III of the International Claims Settlement Act of
1949 2 covering claims against Bulgaria, Rumania, Italy, and the
Soviet Union. 0
Types of Authorized Claims
(A) Loss or destruction of, or physical damage to property lo-
cated in certain European countries and in areas attacked or occupied
by the Japanese resulting from military operations of war or from
special measures directed against property in such countries or terri-
tories because of the enemy or alleged enemy character of the owner; 31
(B) Damage to or destruction of ships and ship cargoes as
a result of military action by Germany or Japan; 2
(c) Net losses of insurers under war-risk insurance contracts
covering ships; 22
(D) Loss or damage on account of the death, injury, or
permanent disability of civilian passengers on vessels attacked on the
high seas by Germany or Japan, as well as the loss or destruction of
property on such vessels owned by such civilian passengers."4
Geographical Limitations
The property damaged, lost, or destroyed under Section 202(a)
of the Act must have been located in Albania, Austria, Czechoslovakia,
the Free Territory of Danzig, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland, Yugoslavia, certain parts of Hungary and Rumania,
or in territory occupied or attacked by the Imperial Japanese military
forces (including territory to which Japan has renounced all right,
title, and claim under Article 2 of the Treaty of Peace Between the
Allied Powers and Japan) except the Island of Guam. The Act also
provides that claims for loss, destruction, or damage occurring in the
Commonwealth of the Philippines shall not be allowed except on
behalf of nationals of the United States who have received no pay-
29 Supra, Note 31.
30 p. L. 87-846, Sec. 208.
1 p. L. 87-846, Sec. 202(a).
22 p. L. 87-846, Sec. 202(b).
22 P. L. 87-846, Sec. 202(c).
24 P. L. 87-846, Sec. 202(d). Upon consideration of a claim for death
occurring while the deceased was a passenger aboard a ship under the con-
ditions contemplated by the Act, the Foreign Claims Settlement Commission
has concluded that the limit of the award in a death claim shall be $10,000.
In Re Claim of Clara E. Tinney, FCSC Claim No. W-1276, May 19, 1964.
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ment, and certify under oath or affirmation that they have received
no payment, on account of the same loss, destruction, or damage under
the Philippine Rehabilitation Act of 1946,"5 whether or not claim
was filed thereunder. 6
Time Limitations
(A) The loss, destruction, or physical damage to property
located in the European countries enumerated under Geographical
Limitations must have occurred during the period beginning Septem-
ber 1, 1939, and ending May 8, 1945.17
(B) The loss, destruction, or physical damage to property in
territory occupied or attacked by the Imperial Japanese military forces
must have occurred during the period beginning July 1, 1937, and
ending September 2, 1945.88
(c) Damage to, loss, or destruction of ships or ship cargoes
(categories (B) and (c) immediately above) must have occurred as
a direct consequence of military action during the period beginning
September 1, 1939, and ending September 2, 1945.11
(D) Death and personal injuries to passengers on ships and
loss or destruction of property on such ships must have resulted from
military action which occurred between September 1, 1939, and
December 11, 1941.0
Provisions for Payment
(A) Payment of awards made by the Foreign Claims Settle-
ment Commission under the Act are payable out of the War Claims
Fund.' Payment under an award will be reduced by the amount the
claimant has already received on account of the same loss."2
(B) Awards on death, personal injury, and disability claims
will be paid in full. 8
(c) Payments in full will be made of awards under Section
'5 60 Stat. 128, 50 U.S.C. App. 1751 (1946).80 Supra, Note 2.
87 Id.
38 Id.
89 p. L. 87-846, Sec. 202(b).
40 P. L. 87-846, Sec. 202(d).
41 Supra, Note 5, Sec. 13.
42 P. L. 87-846, Sec. 206(a).
,8P. L. 87-846, Sec. 213(a)(1); supra, Note 49.
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202(a) of the Act to any claimant certified to the Foreign Claims
Settlement Commission by the Small Business Administration as
having been on the date of loss, damage, or destruction a "small busi-
ness concern" within the meaning now set forth in the Small Business
Act, as amended."
(D) After the discharge of the foregoing, depending upon the
amount of money available, payment on other awards will be made
on a formula adopted by the Secretary of the Treasury not to exceed
the amount of $10,000 in each award. Afterwards, on awards of
more than $10,000 payments will be made on a prorated basis to
keep within the limits of available funds."
(E) Any award to a corporation where the allowance exceeds the
amount of $10,000 will be reduced by the aggregate amount of
Federal tax benefits derived by the claimant corporation on account
of the same loss. Section 123 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1939,"
permitted the deduction of certain losses against income and excess
profits taxes. Corporations taking advantage of this provision may
already have recovered in the form of tax benefits most of the war
loss suffered by the corporation. Where such tax benefits have been
received by the corporation and a subsequent recovery is made under
normal conditions the recovery would be taxable at present rates. The
provision of the Act therefore attempts to escape from the possible
result that a corporate claimant might receive more than the full
amount of its war losses.4 What is saved through this provision of the
Act enriches the war claims fund commensurately and therefore
redounds to the benefit of other claimants. Such an effect was un-
doubtedly in the minds of the proponents of the provision.
General Provisions
(A) Remuneration for services rendered to a claimant is limited
to ten per cent of the total amount paid on an award. A lesser amount
may be fixed by the Commission with respect to any particular claim
or claims. 8
(B) Administrative expenses for the operation of the Commis-
sion are provided.49
44 Id.; P. L. 85-536 (85th Congress, 2d Session), 72 Stat. 384 (1958).
5 P. L. 87-846, Sec. 213(a)(2) and (3).
46 53 Stat. L. Part I (1939).
7 P. L. 87-846, Sec. 206(b); FCSC SEMIANN Rep. (July-December,
1962), p. 14.
48 p. L. 87-846, Sec. 207.
49 P. L. 87-846, Sec. 217.
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(c) The term of office of the members of the Foreign Claims
Settlement Commission holding office on the date of enactment of this
Act shall expire at the end of the one-year period which begins on
such date, but during such one-year period each such member shall
continue to hold office at the pleasure of the President. The Presi-
dent shall thereafter appoint, by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, three members of the Commission. The term of office
of each member of the Commission shall be three years, except that,
of the members first appointed after the end of the one-year period
which begins on the date of the enactment of this Act, one shall be
appointed for a term of three years, one for a term of two years,
and one for a term of one year."
(D) To the extent they are not inconsistent with the provisions
of this title, the following provisions of Title I of this Act and Title I
of the International Claims Settlement Act of 1949, as amended,
shall apply to this title: The first sentence of subsection (b) of sec-
tion 2, all of subsection (c) of section 2 and section 11 of Title I
of this Act, and subsections (c), (d), (e), and (f) of section 7 of
the International Claims Settlement Act of 1949, as amended."
(E) The Secretary of State is authorized and directed to transfer
or otherwise make available to the Commission such records and
documents relating to claims authorized by this title as may be required
by the Commission in carrying out its functions under this title. 2
Conclusion
The Foreign Claims Settlement Commission charged with the
quasi-judicial and administrative responsibilities imposed by the Act
has become a highly respected government tribunal which will bring
to its operations first, experience gained in the settlement of many
claims since the establishment of the War Claims Commission under
the War Claims Act of 1948 as frequently amended; " second, a
qualified staff; third, Commissioners who are trained and skillful
lawyers summoning to their activities a knowledge of basic principles
of international and domestic law applicable to the cases before them.
50 p. L. 87-846, Sec. 217. Amends Section 2 of the War Claims Act of
1948, as amended, by adding (d) to that Section relating to the term of office
of members of the Foreign Claims Settlement Commission.
" P. L. 87-846, Sec. 215.
52 P. L. 87-846, Sec. 216.
1, Supra, Note 5.
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In the comfort and deep satisfaction which must necessarily
accompany the fulfillment of the hopes of the victims of World War II
whose claims for losses have at long last become compensable under
law, there may be a tendency to relax and to reduce legitimate con-
cern over moral and equitable interests, not to say legal rights, which
for one reason or another have remained in limbo for almost two
generations. It may be well not to tolerate too abrupt a reduction
in temperature or to release tensions which were drawn almost to
the breaking point during the long wait for legislative relief. On the
contrary it will be useful in the long run to retain a reserve of con-
structive thought in the direction of defining just rules and establishing
equitable procedures which during and at the end of hostilities may
be confidently relied on for prompt, adequate, and effective adjudica-
tion of the rights of innocent victims who are called upon to face the
inevitable hazards of warfare.
There is a lingering uncertainty about the very definition of a
war claim. The want of general agreement on the subject adds to the
difficulty of supporting legislation attempting to provide relief for war
damage victims. The basic War Claims Act of 1948, the coverage
of which was appreciably enlarged by the amendments of 1962,
contended with obstacles in the Congress which persisted in omitting a
clear definition of the term "war claim."
Section 8 of the War Claims Act of 1948 " evidences the re-
luctance of a legislative body of the United States to adopt conclusively
a definition which might prove too broad or too narrow. The
language of the law left to the War Claims Commission the assign-
ment of making a study and reporting to the President and the
Congress on World War II war claims and of making recommenda-
tions as to what claims should or should not be considered regardless
of the name which might be applied to such incidents. In effect both
the first and second so-called Section 8 Reports " recommended
the adoption of standards for compensating certain classifications of
claims arising out of World War II rather than the definition of war
claims into which cases could be fitted. The provisions of the 1962
amendments to the War Claims Act under discussion in this study will
be workable for reasons which are not necessarily useful in extending
54 Id.
55 H. Doc. No. 580 (81st Congress, 2d Session), (1950). Supra, Note 9.
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the pattern of war claims compensation since settlements remain
essentially on an ad hoc basis.5"
One conclusion stems from experiences in the course of the
efforts of the Congress to enact laws which would govern the claims
of those war damage sufferers which have remained uncompensated
since the termination of hostilities in the Western European theater
of the war; namely, there is no basis in logic for the injection of col-
lateral considerations into war claims legislation. The effort, for
example, to tie into such lawmaking a provision for the return of
vested enemy assets located in the United States was an unnecessary
delaying factor the correction of which consumed many valuable
years of time and encountered intellectual and emotional complica-
tions which essentially were irrelevant to the issue of war damage
compensation.
This is not the occasion for submitting a grand design for re-
imbursing victims for destruction and losses endured during a war.
What is hoped for is that the recounting of experiences of the past
and the steps in the enactment of effective legislation will present
to students, lawyers, and legislators a challenge which may lead to
a future consensus and the adoption of standards and techniques
which will eliminate the uncertainties and confusions of the past.
The growth of understanding among nations and enlightened
principles governing the rights of individuals everywhere should wit-
ness the accumulation of a body of law combining concepts of
municipal legislation, international agreements, conventions, and
treaties under which property rights violated during international
hostilities would be compensated on prearranged standards. It should
be accepted without too much argument that conditions under pre-
determined principles would add to the peace and security of free
individuals everywhere who are not accountable, in the last analysis,
for the injuries which they inevitably endure at the hands of embattled
governments.
50 Traditionally the property involved in the claim, the valuation, location,
the eligible claimant and even the time of the origin of the claim will have
to be covered by specific laws and decisions which if applicable in one in-
stance may not be adopted in another.
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